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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Lisa Marie Ibison pled guilty to being an accessory to a felony, and was sentenced to a
unified term of four and one-half years, with one and one-half years fixed, which the district
court suspended.  She contends the district court abused its discretion when it imposed this
sentence upon her considering, most importantly, the nature of her offense—harboring her
boyfriend, who was wanted on a felony warrant, in her apartment.
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
On May 29, 2016, two police officers went to Ms. Ibison’s apartment to arrest
Ms. Ibison’s boyfriend, Joshua Lake, on a felony warrant.  (6/16/16 Tr., p.4, L.23 – p.5, L.17;
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Presentence Investigation Report (PSI), p.3.)  The officers knocked on the front door of the
apartment, but no one answered.  (6/16/16 Tr., p.6, Ls.2-5.)  One of the neighbors later told the
officers he observed someone jump out of the back second-floor window of the apartment.
(6/16/16 Tr., p.6, Ls.12-15.)  The officers searched the surrounding area for approximately 25
minutes, but could not locate Mr. Lake.  (6/16/16 Tr., p.8, Ls.13-18, p.21, Ls.5-12.)  One of the
officers returned to Ms. Ibison’s apartment building, and “was sitting outside, talking with [his]
sergeant.”  (6/16/16 Tr., p.8, Ls.19-20.)  Ms. Ibison came around the corner of the apartment
building and approached the officers to ask what they were doing.  (6/16/16 Tr., p.8, Ls.20-22.)
One of the officers advised Ms. Ibison they were looking for Mr. Lake.  (6/16/16 Tr., p.9,
Ls.7-10.)  Ms. Ibison told the officer she had “let him in [to her apartment] earlier in the
day . . . .”  (6/16/16 Tr., p.9, Ls.11-14.)  She said she knew Mr. Lake had a felony warrant and
had advised him to “turn himself in.”  (6/16/16 Tr., p.9, L.23 – p.10, L.1.)  The officer asked
Ms. Ibison why she had not responded when he knocked on her door earlier, and she said she
was taking a shower.  (6/16/16 Tr., p.10, Ls.3-7, p.18, Ls.1-3.)
Ms. Ibison was charged by Information with being an accessory to a felony.  (R., pp.32,
33-34.)  She entered into a plea agreement with the State pursuant to which she agreed to plead
guilty pursuant to North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970), and the State agreed to
recommend one year of unsupervised probation and a withheld judgment.  (R., pp.61, 68.)  The
district court accepted Ms. Ibison’s guilty plea.1  (10/3/16 Tr., p.14, Ls.3-10.)  The district court
1 The district court did not accept Ms. Ibison’s guilty plea pursuant to Alford.  Ms. Ibison stated
at the change of plea hearing that she harbored in her apartment someone who had a felony
warrant, knowing he had such a warrant.  (10/3/16 Tr., p.12, L.20 – p.13, L.2.)  The district court
said, “I don’t think we need an Alford plea, then. We’ve got all of the elements of the offense.”
(10/3/16 Tr., p.13, Ls.19-21.)  The prosecutor agreed, and counsel for Ms. Ibison did not object.
(10/3/16 Tr., p.13, L.23 – p.14, L.2.)
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did not follow the State’s recommendation.  The district court sentenced Ms. Ibison to a unified
term of four and one-half years, with one and one-half years fixed, and then suspended the
sentence and placed Ms. Ibison on supervised probation for a period of four years.  (12/5/16 Tr.,
p.26, L.24 – p.27, L.25.)  The judgment of conviction and order of probation was entered on
December 12, 2016.  (R., pp.82-87.)  Ms. Ibison filed a timely notice of appeal on December 20,
2016.  (R., pp.88-90.)
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it sentenced Ms. Ibison to a unified term of four
and one-half years, with one and one-half years fixed, for being an accessory to a felony?
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Sentenced Ms. Ibison To A Unified Term Of
Four And One-Half Years, With One And One-Half Years Fixed, For Being An Accessory To A
Felony
Ms. Ibison asserts that, given any view of the facts, her unified sentence of four and one-
half years, with one and one-half years fixed, even though suspended, was excessive.  Where, as
here, the sentence imposed by the district court is within statutory limits, “the appellant bears the
burden of demonstrating that it  is  a clear abuse of discretion.” State v. Miller, 151 Idaho 828,
834 (2011) (quoting State v. Windom, 150 Idaho 873, 875 (2011)).  “When a trial court exercises
its discretion in sentencing, ‘the most fundamental requirement is reasonableness.’” Id. (quoting
State v. Hooper, 119 Idaho 606, 608 (1991)).  “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to
accomplish  the  primary  objective  of  protecting  society  and  to  achieve  any  or  all  of  the  related
goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution.” Id. (citation omitted).  “When reviewing the
reasonableness of a sentence this Court will make an independent examination of the record,
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‘having regard to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender and the protection of the
public interest.’” Id. (quoting State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 594 (1982)).
The sentence imposed upon Ms. Ibison was not reasonable given the nature of her
offense, and was not warranted by her character or a need to protect the public interest.
Ms. Ibison was convicted of being an accessory to a felony for allowing her boyfriend into her
apartment, knowing there was a warrant out for his arrest, and not responding when officers
knocked on the door of her apartment when she was taking a shower.  (10/3/16 Tr., p.12, L.20 –
p.13, L.2; 6/16/16 Tr., p.10, Ls.3-7, p.18, Ls.1-3.)  She was convicted of this offense even though
she had advised her boyfriend to “turn himself in.”  (6/16/16 Tr., p.9, L.23 – p.10, L.1.)  Though
Ms. Ibison’s conduct falls within the statutory definition of the offense, see I.C. § 18-205(2), it
does not warrant a term of incarceration, even a suspended term.
At sentencing, counsel for Ms. Ibison told the district court that Ms. Ibison was willing to
participate in substance abuse treatment (even though the instant offense was not related to any
substance use), and was highly motivated to succeed because she recently received custody of
her 11-year-old daughter.  (12/5/16 Tr., p.20, Ls.8-22; PSI, p.8.)  Counsel told the district court
that Ms. Ibison “want[s] her daughter to come back and live with her permanently and is doing
everything she can to make sure that she’s obeying the law and creating a good home for her
daughter.”  (12/5/16 Tr., p.20, Ls.22-25.)  Counsel described this as “a huge incentive for her to
do what she needs to do in this case . . . .”  (12/5/16 Tr., p.21, Ls.8-10.)  This was Ms. Ibison’s
first felony conviction, and there is no indication that the sentence imposed was warranted by her
character.  (PSI, p.6.)
The sentence imposed by the district court was also not reasonable considering the public
interest.  Ms. Ibison’s conduct did not pose any danger to the public, and the public interest is not
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served by the sentence imposed.  The State agreed in the plea agreement to recommend one year
of informal probation and a withheld judgment.  (R., pp.61, 68.)  This is what both parties
recommended at sentencing, and this would have been a reasonable sentence for this offense.
(12/5/16 Tr., p.19, Ls.14-19.)  Considering the mitigating factors that exist in this case, and
notwithstanding the aggravating factors, the district court abused its discretion when it sentenced
Ms. Ibison to a unified term of four and one-half years, with one and one-half years fixed, and
this sentence should be reduced either by this Court or on remand.
CONCLUSION
Ms. Ibison respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it deems
appropriate.  Alternatively, she requests that this Court remand this case to the district court for a
new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 7th day of July, 2017.
/s/
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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